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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to applicant's communication filed on July 6, 
2006, in response to PTO Office Action mailed on April 7, 2006. The applicant's 
remarks and amendments to the claims and/or the specification were considered with 
the results that follow. 



2. Claims 11 and 20 have been amended. No claims have been added, or 
canceled. Therefore, claims 1-27 remain pending. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicants' arguments filed on July 6, 2006, with respect to the rejection of claim 

1 1 under 35 USC 101 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

It is noted that Applicants rely on the 1996 PTO Examination Guidelines For Computer- 
Related Inventions in an attempt to rebut the rejection of claim 1 1 as being nonstatutory 
under 35 USC 101 . It appears that Applicants rely on an outdated version of the 
Guidelines in making his decisions and Examiner would like to point out there have 
several revisions and amendments to the Guidelines since 1996. The following is 
provided as a later version of the Guidelines in assisting the applicants with Patent 
Subject Matter Eligibility. 

See http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/com/sol/og/2005/week47/patgupa.htm) 

4. The rejection of claims 2-3, 14, and 22 under 35 USC 112 has been withdrawn 
due to the amendment filed on July 6, 2006. 
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5. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 1-27 under 35 USC 
102 and 103 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences. between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mclntyre (2003/0063305) in view of Quinn (2004/0006616). 

As per claim 1, Mclntyre discloses an image forming device comprising: a 
storage device for storing data [Fig. 1 ; 22]; and a storage access manager configured 
to coordinate access to the storage device from a plurality of client devices ffl 23]. 

However, Mclntyre does not specifically client devices that communicate with the 
storage device using at least one uncoordinating communication protocol as required. 

Quinn discloses client devices that communicate with the storage device using at 
least one uncoordinating communication protocol [clients may use different message 
types/formats and communication protocols to communicate requests to command servers 208] par. 47; 
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See also claim text 3] to provide improved techniques for managing storage 
environments [par. 7]. 

Since the technology for implementing a storage system with client devices that 
communicate with the storage device using at least one uncoordinating communication 
protocol was well know as evidenced by Quinn, an artisan would have been motivated 
to implement this feature in the system of Mclntyre to provide improved techniques for 
managing storage environments. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention by Applicants to modify the system of Mclntyre to 
include client devices that communicate with the storage device using at least one 
uncoordinating communication protocol since this would have provided improved 
techniques in managing storage environment (par. 7) as taught by Quinn. 

As per claims 2 and 3, Mclntyre discloses the sector-level communication 
protocol includes a universal serial bus protocol and the file-level communication 
protocol includes a common internet file system protocol [paU 23]. 

As.per claim 4, Mclntyre discloses the storage access manager further includes a 
contention matrix configured to determine contention states for accessing the storage 
for accessing the storage device [fl 33]. 



As per claim 4, Quinn also discloses the storage access manager further 
includes a contention matrix configured to determine contention states for accessing the 
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storage for accessing the storage device [fl 52]. 

As per claim 5, Mclntyre discloses a universal serial bus communication port for 
communicating to the storage device and, a network communication port for 
communicating to the storage device [fl 23]. 

As per claim 6, Mclntyre discloses a plurality of universal serial bus 
communication ports configured to provide access to the storage device ffl 23]. 

As per claim 7, Mclntyre discloses the storage device includes logic to notify a 
client device whether an access request for the storage device is permissible [fflj 22 and 
33]. 

As per claim 7, Quinn also discloses the storage device includes logic to notify a 
client device whether an access request for the storage device is permissible fl| 52]. 



As per claim 8, Mclntyre discloses the storage access manager is embodied as 
logic ffl 33]. 



As per claim 9, Mclntyre discloses the storage device is one or more memory 
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As per claim 10, Mclntyre discloses the storage access manager includes 
storage access manager means to coordinate the access to the storage device flj 34]. 

As per claim 1 1 , Mclntyre further discloses an article of manufacture embodied in 
a computer-readable medium for use in an image forming device having a storage 
device accessible by at least a first communication protocol and a second 
communication protocol, the article of manufacture comprising first processor 
executable instructions for causing a processor to maintain a current access state for 
the storage device [HIT 22 and 23]; and third processor executable instructions for 
causing a processor to determine whether the received access request is permissible 
based on the contention status [H 33]. 

However, Mclntyre does not specifically teach second processor executable 
instructions for causing a processor to determine a contention status between the 
current access state and a received access request for accessing the storage device 
based on a contention logic, the contention logic defining rights for simultaneous access 
to the storage device from the at least first communication protocol and the second 
communication protocol as required. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/628,91 8 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2188 

Quinn, in addition to disclosing an article of manufacture embodied in a 
computer-readable medium for use in an image forming device having a storage device 
accessible by at least a first communication protocol and a second communication 
protocol [par. 9]; and third processor executable instructions for causing a processor to 
determine whether the received access request is permissible based on the contention 
status ffl 69]; also discloses a second processor executable instructions for causing a 
processor to determine a contention status between the current access state and a 
received access request for accessing the storage device based on a contention logic, 
the contention logic defining rights for simultaneous access to the storage device from 
the at least first communication protocol and the second communication protocol [par. 
52, 63] to allow exclusive access or locking to the storage device (par. 52). 

Since the technology for implementing a storage device with instructions to 
determine a contention status between the current access state and a received access 
request for accessing the storage device based on a contention logic was well know as 
evidenced by Quinn, an artisan would have been motivated to implement this feature in 
the system of Mclntyre in order to allow exclusive access or locking to the storage 
device. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention by Applicant to modify the system of Mclntyre to include instructions to 
determine a contention status between the current access state and a received access 
request for accessing the storage device based on a contention logic because this 
would have allowed exclusive access or locking to the storage device (par. 52) as 
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As per claim 12, Mclntyre discloses the contention logic is configured to 
coordinate simultaneous access to the storage device by one or more clients using the 
first communication protocol and one or more clients using the second communication 
protocol [ffll 22-23]. 

As per claim 13, the rationale in the rejection of claims 4 and 7 is herein 
incorporated. 

As per claim 14, Mclntyre discloses the contention logic is configured based on 
the first communication protocol being a sector-level protocol and the second 
communication protocol being a file-level protocol [UH 5, 22 and 26]. 

As per claim 15, Mclntyre discloses at least a first communication protocol and 
the second communication protocol include at least one uncoordinating communication 
protocol [H 23]. 

As per claim 15, Quinn also discloses at least a first communication protocol and 
the second communication protocol include at least one uncoordinating communication 
protocol [par. 47; See also claim text 3]. 
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As per claim 16, Mclntyre discloses fourth processor executable instructions for 
causing a processor to notify a first client when access to the storage device occurs by 
a second client [fflj 22-23]. 

As per claim 16, Quinn also discloses fourth processor executable instructions 
for causing a processor to notify a first client when access to the storage device occurs 
by a second client ffl 69]. 

As per claim 17, Mclntyre discloses the at least first and the second 
communication protocols include the same protocol 23]. 

As per claim 18, Mclntyre discloses fifth processor executable instructions for 
causing a processor to assign an identifier to each client requesting access to the 
storage device ffl 27]. 

As per claim 18, Quinn also discloses fifth processor executable instructions for 
causing a processor to assign an identifier to each client requesting access to the 
storage device [fl 69]. 

As per claim 19, Mclntyre discloses the second processor executable instructions 
include storage access manager means for controlling access to the storage device [ffll 
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22 and 33]. 

As per claim 20, the rationale in the rejection of claims 1 , 4, and 1 1 is herein 
incorporated. 

As per claim 21 , the rationale in the rejection of claim 4 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 22, the rationale in the rejection of claim 3 is herein incorporated. 

As per claims 23 and 25, the rationale in the rejection of claim 7 is herein 
incorporated. 

As per claim 24, the rationale in the rejection of claim 18 is herein incorporated. 
As per claim 26, the rationale in the rejection of claim 15 is herein incorporated. 
As per claim 27, the rationale in the rejection of claim 17 is herein incorporated. 
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8. Claims 4, 13 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mclntyre (2003/0063305) in view of Quinn (2004/0006616) as applied to claims 1 , 
1 1 arid 20 above, and further in view of Erlington (2003/0233544). 

As per claim 4, Mclntyre and Quinn disclose the claimed invention as discussed 
above in the previous paragraphs. However, Mclntyre and Quinn do not specifically 
teach the storage access manager further includes a contention matrix configured to 
determine contention states for accessing the storage for accessing the storage device 
as required by the claim. 

Erlingson discloses the storage access manager further includes a contention 
matrix configured to determine contention states for accessing the storage for accessing 
the storage device [Figs. 4, 5 and 7; par. 26-27, 76] to allow multiple concurrent users 
devices to simultaneously access the computer systems (par. 3). 

Since the technology for implementing a storage system with a contention matrix 
to determine contention states for accessing a storage device was well known as 
evidenced by Erlington, an artisan would have been motivated to implement this feature 
in the system of Mclntyre and Quinn in order to allow multiple concurrent users devices 
to simultaneously access the computer systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by Applicant to modify the system 
of Mclntyre and Quinn to include a contention matrix to determine contention states for 
accessing a storage device because this would have allowed multiple concurrent users 
devices to simultaneously access the computer systems (par. 3) as taught by Erlington. 

As per claim 13, the rationale in the rejection of claims 4 and 7 is herein 
incorporated. 

As per claim 21, the rationale in the rejection of claim 4 is herein incorporated. 



Conclusion 

9. When responding to the office action, Applicant is advised to clearly point out the 
patentable novelty that he or she thinks the claims present in view of the state of the art 
disclosed by references cited or the objections made. He or she must also show how 
the amendments avoid such references or objections. See 37 C.F.R. 1.111(c). 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mardochee Chery whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4246. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30A-5:00P. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Manonama Padmanabhan can be reached on (571) 272-4210. The fax 



Application/Control Number: 10/628,918 



Page 13 



Art Unit: 2188 

phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Pateni Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

September 15, 2006 
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Patent Examiner 
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